1. Introduction {#sec1-ijerph-16-02536}
===============

Many employees worry about potential job loss. This is apparent from both population-based empirical studies \[[@B1-ijerph-16-02536],[@B2-ijerph-16-02536]\] and a number of recently published literature reviews and meta-analyses \[[@B3-ijerph-16-02536],[@B4-ijerph-16-02536],[@B5-ijerph-16-02536],[@B6-ijerph-16-02536]\]. There are many drivers of this development, including technological advancements, increased globalized competition, and a general ambition within organizations to increase effectiveness and save costs \[[@B7-ijerph-16-02536],[@B8-ijerph-16-02536]\]. While a large number of studies have investigated the detrimental effects of job insecurity on work-related attitudes and health and wellbeing outcomes, behavioral outcomes have been studied to a somewhat lesser extent. Especially calling for more attention is employee performance at work, as it is a central behavior that has the potential to affect organizational functioning and survival in competitive markets. While previous meta-analytical results indicate that the overall association between job insecurity and employee performance is negative \[[@B4-ijerph-16-02536],[@B9-ijerph-16-02536],[@B10-ijerph-16-02536]\], positive associations have also been reported \[[@B11-ijerph-16-02536],[@B12-ijerph-16-02536],[@B13-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Mirroring this duality, the link between job insecurity and employee performance has generally been theorized in two contrasting ways in previous studies. Whereas the bulk of theoretical approaches suggests that job insecurity, like any stressor, would result in negative consequences, such as impaired performance through employee withdrawal \[[@B14-ijerph-16-02536],[@B15-ijerph-16-02536]\], others maintain that job insecurity may challenge employees to demonstrate their value to the organization by performing better and engaging less in counterproductive work behaviors \[[@B16-ijerph-16-02536],[@B17-ijerph-16-02536]\]. This inconsistency could be due to the way in which employee performance was operationalized in these previous meta-analyses. In comparison, the present study utilizes a wider range of performance outcomes, which resulted in more primary studies being included, and in turn, a more nuanced understanding of the investigated relationships. More specifically, by meta-analytically investigating how job insecurity relates to five different types of employee performance---task performance, contextual performance, creativity, counterproductive work behaviors, and safety performance---we were able to make progress in uncovering what underlies the sometimes inconsistent findings, thus contributing to knowledge on the workings and impact of job insecurity.

It is not only the theorizing on the link between job insecurity and employee performance that has taken differing directions, but also the discussion surrounding the most appropriate type of study design for further examination of this link. The second contribution of this study is the testing of two method-related moderators. One of these concerns temporal aspects, and in particular, whether the strength of the associations varies over time, as discussed in previous reviews \[[@B3-ijerph-16-02536],[@B18-ijerph-16-02536]\] and meta-analyses \[[@B19-ijerph-16-02536]\] on job insecurity. By testing whether study design, that is, cross-sectional or longitudinal, moderates the strength of the associations, the present study contributes to a better understanding of the job insecurity--performance link. The second focus of method-related moderator testing was on the types of performance ratings used. It has been suggested that self-ratings and supervisor-ratings of job performance differ systematically, in the sense that employees may be motivated to rate their own performance more favorably than their supervisors \[[@B20-ijerph-16-02536]\]. This may be particularly true in situations where the job is at risk, resulting in a weaker negative, or even positive correlation between job insecurity and self-rated performance compared to supervisor-rated performance. It can also be expected that job insecurity and self-ratings of performance are more strongly negatively correlated than job insecurity and supervisor-ratings of performance due to mono-method bias \[[@B21-ijerph-16-02536]\]. By testing the moderating effect of self-ratings, as compared to supervisor-ratings, this study may have important implications for future research on the link between job insecurity and employee performance.

Despite the importance of performance-related outcomes, it is still unclear under which conditions job insecurity is associated with impaired performance. It has been suggested that the nature and strength of this relationship may differ depending on macro-level factors related to the social safety net of workers \[[@B6-ijerph-16-02536],[@B22-ijerph-16-02536]\]. The third contribution of the present meta-analysis is the testing of two macro-level indicators of social protection (social welfare regime and union density) as moderators of the association between job insecurity and employee performance. Regarding the type of welfare regime, it has been argued that, in countries that have an extensive welfare system, employees are better protected if they become unemployed or if their job is at risk \[[@B23-ijerph-16-02536]\]. This suggests that the consequences of job insecurity could be expected to differ between national contexts \[[@B24-ijerph-16-02536]\]. A further aspect related to social protection is the strength of labor unions. Differences in union density among countries may produce differing degrees of protection against job loss or the risk of job loss among their employed populations \[[@B25-ijerph-16-02536],[@B26-ijerph-16-02536]\]. It can be expected that the relationship between job insecurity and performance is weaker in countries with stronger social protection systems.

1.1. Nature of Job Insecurity {#sec1dot1-ijerph-16-02536}
-----------------------------

The most-quoted definition of job insecurity was presented by Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt \[[@B27-ijerph-16-02536]\], who defined job insecurity as "the perceived powerlessness to maintain desired continuity in a threatened job situation" (p. 438). This definition has guided the scholarly understanding of job insecurity, and has served as a point of departure for the many subsequent expansions of this definition that have been put forward, where a recent overview of definitions has been provided by Shoss \[[@B6-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Most definitions of job insecurity include some, or all, of the following characteristics: (a) It is a subjective perception of a threat to the job \[[@B28-ijerph-16-02536]\]; (b) the changes to the job implied by the threat are unwanted and involuntary \[[@B29-ijerph-16-02536],[@B30-ijerph-16-02536]\]; and (c) it entails a feeling of concern or apprehension about losing one's job in its current form \[[@B31-ijerph-16-02536],[@B32-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Some definitions treat job insecurity as multi-dimensional, differentiating between qualitative (threats to valued job features) and quantitative (threats to the continuation of employment) job insecurity \[[@B6-ijerph-16-02536],[@B33-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Another distinction often made is between cognitive and affective job insecurity \[[@B31-ijerph-16-02536],[@B34-ijerph-16-02536]\], where the former refers to the perception of a threat to the job (or job features) and the latter concerns the emotional reaction to such a threat, e.g., worry and anxiety \[[@B4-ijerph-16-02536]\]. In the present study, we treat job insecurity as a global construct comprising a perceived, unwelcome threat to the current job, see also Probst \[[@B35-ijerph-16-02536]\] for a similar conceptualization.

Job insecurity has consistently been described as something problematic and unpleasant for individuals to experience, as it has been found to have negative consequences both cross-sectionally \[[@B4-ijerph-16-02536],[@B9-ijerph-16-02536],[@B19-ijerph-16-02536]\] and longitudinally \[[@B3-ijerph-16-02536]\]. These negative consequences can be explained by different, yet somewhat interrelated, theoretical frameworks. One of the more common theoretical explanations for why job insecurity has negative consequences views job insecurity as a stressor, in that it presents the individual with a demand that may exceed the individual's resources to handle it. The transactional stress theory \[[@B36-ijerph-16-02536]\] describes the process of appraisal, where individuals determine what a situation or a stimulus entails for them, and if it is perceived as threatening, what can be done about the threat. In the case of job insecurity, the threat presented is vague and the source may be uncertain, and it may be unclear what can and should be done to counteract the threat; such an appraisal is likely to result in stress reactions \[[@B19-ijerph-16-02536],[@B37-ijerph-16-02536]\]. The threat associated with job insecurity is not necessarily just about the job and potentially becoming unemployed. For example, it has been suggested \[[@B38-ijerph-16-02536]\] that job insecurity constitutes a threat against latent benefits of work, such as collective purpose, status, social contact, time structure, and engagement in activity, in addition to the threat to a steady income \[[@B39-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Furthermore, job insecurity has also been described as a threat to an employee's identity as an employed person \[[@B40-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Job insecurity may also threaten an employee's ability to retain and gain resources, as described by the Conservation of Resources (COR) theory \[[@B41-ijerph-16-02536]\], in that the job represents an important resource under threat for those experiencing job insecurity \[[@B6-ijerph-16-02536]\].

The negative consequences of job insecurity have also been explained in relation to a breach of the psychological contract between employee and employer. The psychological contract encompasses unspoken expectations of reciprocal obligations between employee and employer \[[@B42-ijerph-16-02536]\]: For example, a shared expectation is that when an employee does a good job and performs well, the employer will ensure that the employee keeps their job \[[@B43-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Job insecurity, as it constitutes a change in the perceived contract from secure to insecure, may therefore constitute a perceived breach of the psychological contract \[[@B44-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Such a breach can be expected to have negative consequences, as psychological contract breach has been associated with strong negative emotional reactions \[[@B45-ijerph-16-02536]\].

Consistent with the mechanisms described above, job insecurity has consistently been associated with stress-related outcomes such as mental and physical health complaints \[[@B5-ijerph-16-02536],[@B9-ijerph-16-02536],[@B19-ijerph-16-02536]\] as well as outcomes focused on the relationship between employee and organization, such as distrust \[[@B46-ijerph-16-02536]\], decreased job satisfaction, and impaired commitment \[[@B4-ijerph-16-02536],[@B9-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Less consistent across empirical studies, however, are findings on the relationship between job insecurity and employee performance. Next, we define employee performance, and then turn to the empirical evidence regarding the association between job insecurity and performance.

1.2. Employee Performance {#sec1dot2-ijerph-16-02536}
-------------------------

Employee performance is an umbrella term encompassing various types of job performance, but may also include broader categories of work-related behavior reflecting how the job is being carried out. According to a classic definition, job performance is conceptualized as the expected value to an organization of an individual's multiple accumulated behaviors over a certain time period, where an individual may engage in various sets of behaviors that impact organizational effectiveness in positive or negative ways \[[@B47-ijerph-16-02536]\]. While definitions of job performance exist, a widely used definition is based on Campbell's \[[@B48-ijerph-16-02536]\] model of job performance. Campbell defines job performance as individual behaviors and actions that are relevant for the organization's abilities to reach its goals. In contemporary research, job performance is usually regarded as a phenomenon consisting of three distinct types, or dimensions, of performance behaviors---task performance, contextual performance, and counterproductive work behavior \[[@B49-ijerph-16-02536],[@B50-ijerph-16-02536]\].

Task performance concerns the carrying out of work responsibilities, assessed as how well an employee performs their central job tasks. It concerns behaviors that relate to the employee's way of performing specific work tasks that are specified in a job description or communicated to the employee in other ways \[[@B51-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Individuals' proficiency in carrying out their tasks, sometimes called in-role behavior, can concern both the quantity and the quality of the task performance.

Contextual performance refers to behaviors that contribute to the organization's goal fulfillment through its positive impact on organizational, social, and psychological aspects of the working climate \[[@B52-ijerph-16-02536]\]. This type of performance, sometimes called organizational citizenship behavior \[[@B53-ijerph-16-02536]\], can roughly be divided into two different categories. One of these includes behaviors that enable the organization to function as smoothly as possible (e.g., helping colleagues when needed and contributing to a good atmosphere and a good work environment in the organization), while the other relates to behaviors intended to promote changes and improvements to the organization's work processes (e.g., being solution-oriented and participating in various projects). However, these two dimensions are often considered a general expression of citizenship behavior and it has been shown that they can best be measured as a uni-dimensional phenomenon \[[@B52-ijerph-16-02536]\].

Counterproductive work behaviors represent the negative side of the job performance concept and relate to behaviors that have an inhibitory impact on the organization's ability to reach its goals \[[@B54-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Examples of such deviant and non-compliant job behavior are theft, negligence regarding materials or equipment, knowledge hiding, tardiness, unreasonable absence, bullying, and other forms of harassment.

While contextual performance does incorporate many pro-organizational behaviors, certain types of pro-organizational behaviors are sometimes defined as separate dimensions of the job performance concept, such as creativity \[[@B55-ijerph-16-02536]\]. For example, it has been argued that organizations are dependent on employees' creativity and innovation in order to be competitive and successful \[[@B56-ijerph-16-02536]\]. This has led research to argue for an expansion of the performance concept to also include creativity and innovation as dimensions of work performance \[[@B55-ijerph-16-02536],[@B57-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Following this reasoning, a recent meta-analysis \[[@B55-ijerph-16-02536]\] investigated how creative and innovative performance (CIP) relates to task performance, organizational citizenship behavior (OCB, i.e., contextual performance), and counterproductive work behavior. The results revealed that the correlations between CIP and both task performance and OCB were both weaker than the correlation between task performance and OCB, and the authors suggest that an empirical distinction be made between CIP and the other performance dimensions, especially considering its particular potential to generally affect organizational performance \[[@B55-ijerph-16-02536],[@B56-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Therefore, creativity is treated as a separate dimension of employee performance in the present analysis and refers to innovative thinking and idea generation as well as to the implementation of new ideas into organizational routines---behaviors that are essential to organizational effectiveness in competitive markets \[[@B56-ijerph-16-02536]\], and hence vital for organizational performance in general \[[@B55-ijerph-16-02536]\].

Another central aspect of employee performance concerns safety performance \[[@B58-ijerph-16-02536]\]. While safety-related behaviors are sometimes included in the broader construct of contextual performance, safety behaviors and safety compliance are typically considered an autonomous dimension of employee performance. Safety performance refers to work behaviors that are conducted in accordance with security and safety regulations within the organization. However, non-compliant safety behavior can also be seen as counterproductive work behaviors since violation of safety-related rules and procedures jeopardizes individual as well as organizational health and safety \[[@B59-ijerph-16-02536]\]. In the present meta-analysis, we have separated safety performance from other types of employee performance, enabling a more detailed investigation of how job insecurity relates to different types of performance-related behaviors that may be negative for the organization as well as the employee.

1.3. Job Insecurity and Employee Performance {#sec1dot3-ijerph-16-02536}
--------------------------------------------

The theoretical approaches used to explain why job insecurity may lead to various types of consequences---such as stress theory \[[@B36-ijerph-16-02536]\], psychological contract theory \[[@B42-ijerph-16-02536]\], and identity theory \[[@B40-ijerph-16-02536]\]---have also been used with respect to employee performance. By applying the stress theory, for instance, experiencing stress and uncertainty over the future of one's job would be expected to result in impaired performance \[[@B60-ijerph-16-02536]\]. A negative relationship between job insecurity and employee performance can also be explained by social exchange and psychological contract theories. In accordance with such theory, those employees who feel that the organization has breached the psychological contract, as a result of their job insecurity perceptions, will be more prone to suffer from emotional exhaustion and be less likely to exert themselves for the organization \[[@B44-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Additionally, social identity theory suggests a negative relationship between job insecurity and performance, as the experiencing of potential job loss erodes work-related identity \[[@B40-ijerph-16-02536]\]. However, those experiencing job insecurity may also attempt to counteract the threat to their job by working hard to show that they are worthy of keeping their employment, resulting in higher task performance and more organizational citizenship behaviors \[[@B16-ijerph-16-02536],[@B17-ijerph-16-02536],[@B61-ijerph-16-02536]\].

Most primary studies have found job insecurity to be negatively related to general and task performance \[[@B31-ijerph-16-02536],[@B62-ijerph-16-02536]\], but some studies have found non-significant \[[@B40-ijerph-16-02536]\] or even positive associations \[[@B11-ijerph-16-02536],[@B13-ijerph-16-02536]\]. The associations between job insecurity and contextual performance have also been found to be negative in most studies \[[@B63-ijerph-16-02536],[@B64-ijerph-16-02536]\], although some studies have found non-significant relationships \[[@B65-ijerph-16-02536],[@B66-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Job insecurity is generally found to be positively related to counterproductive work behaviors \[[@B67-ijerph-16-02536],[@B68-ijerph-16-02536]\], but also negative correlations \[[@B69-ijerph-16-02536]\] and non-significant links \[[@B70-ijerph-16-02536]\] have been reported. Again, most studies have found job insecurity to be associated with poorer creativity \[[@B71-ijerph-16-02536],[@B72-ijerph-16-02536]\] with some studies finding positive \[[@B73-ijerph-16-02536]\] or non-significant relationships \[[@B74-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Lastly, while most studies investigating job insecurity in relation to different indicators of safety performance have found negative associations \[[@B75-ijerph-16-02536],[@B76-ijerph-16-02536]\], some have found the constructs to be unrelated \[[@B77-ijerph-16-02536]\].

In previous meta-analyses investigating the relationship between job insecurity and employee performance, the results were partly inconclusive. The first of these \[[@B19-ijerph-16-02536]\] found that job insecurity was unrelated to overall job performance, whereas a follow-up analysis six years later \[[@B9-ijerph-16-02536]\] found a moderately strong negative correlation. A meta-analysis including various work demand stressors \[[@B10-ijerph-16-02536]\] found job insecurity to be negatively related to both general performance and self-rated performance. A more recent meta-analysis on job insecurity \[[@B4-ijerph-16-02536]\], which included a range of potential consequences, found negative correlations with job performance, organizational citizenship behaviors (i.e., contextual performance), and safety behaviors, but no consistent relation with counterproductive work behavior. It should be noted that none of the previous meta-analyses included creativity as a separate outcome. Examining a greater number of studies involving job insecurity and various indicators of employee performance may provide a more robust estimate of the relationships---potentially bringing an end to the inconsistencies in previous research. Based on theoretical reasoning and the overall pattern of the findings from primary studies and meta-analyses, we made the following prediction: **Hypothesis 1** **(H1).**Job insecurity is associated with negative performance outcomes.

1.4. Moderators {#sec1dot4-ijerph-16-02536}
---------------

When the strength of associations varies between studies, the variation is usually ascribed to potential moderators \[[@B78-ijerph-16-02536]\]. This is also the case for the relationship between job insecurity and the various previously studied outcomes \[[@B79-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Previous meta-analyses on the consequences of job insecurity have tested methodological factors \[[@B4-ijerph-16-02536],[@B5-ijerph-16-02536],[@B9-ijerph-16-02536],[@B19-ijerph-16-02536]\], demographic factors \[[@B9-ijerph-16-02536],[@B19-ijerph-16-02536],[@B80-ijerph-16-02536]\], and a geographical factor (region for country of data collection) \[[@B5-ijerph-16-02536],[@B80-ijerph-16-02536]\] as moderators in the relationship between job insecurity and outcomes. There have also been numerous calls for the further investigation of possible moderators in the associations between job insecurity and its outcomes \[[@B6-ijerph-16-02536],[@B8-ijerph-16-02536]\]. In the present study, we test two method-related factors and two macro-level indicators of social protection as potential moderators in the relationship between job insecurity and employee performance.

### 1.4.1. Method-Related Factors {#sec1dot4dot1-ijerph-16-02536}

When it comes to methodological factors as moderators, one recurring topic in the job insecurity literature is whether the strength of associations varies over time \[[@B3-ijerph-16-02536],[@B18-ijerph-16-02536],[@B19-ijerph-16-02536]\]. It might be, for instance, that the reactions following stress appraisal \[[@B36-ijerph-16-02536]\], psychological contract breach \[[@B42-ijerph-16-02536]\], or identity threat \[[@B40-ijerph-16-02536]\] manifest at the same time as the job insecurity experience or develop over a longer period of time \[[@B19-ijerph-16-02536],[@B81-ijerph-16-02536]\], thus suggesting that findings may differ between cross-sectional and longitudinal studies. The present study addresses this topic by testing possible moderator effects of cross-sectional and longitudinal associations. While a narrative review of longitudinal studies focusing on how job insecurity relates to health and well-being has found that many of the associations that have been found in cross-sectional research appear to also be valid longitudinally \[[@B3-ijerph-16-02536]\], whether this is true for the relationships between job insecurity and performance-related outcomes in particular has yet to be addressed in a meta-analytic review. Moreover, in general, it is important to explicitly compare cross-sectional and longitudinal correlations not only because of the risk for inflated effect sizes in cross-sectional designs, but also due to the fact that longitudinal evidence is more appropriate for supporting conclusions about the direction of the relationship \[[@B82-ijerph-16-02536]\]. In the few studies reporting both cross-sectional and longitudinal correlations between job insecurity and employee performance, some find stronger associations cross-sectionally than longitudinally \[[@B70-ijerph-16-02536],[@B83-ijerph-16-02536]\], while others report both stronger and weaker associations between job insecurity and its outcomes longitudinally \[[@B84-ijerph-16-02536]\]. The cumulative evidence still indicates that associations between job insecurity and outcomes are stronger in cross-sectional studies. While the vast majority of studies on job insecurity have been cross-sectional, the proportion of studies with time-lagged or longitudinal designs has increased in more recent research \[[@B8-ijerph-16-02536]\]. This led us to expect the following: **Hypothesis 2** **(H2).**The associations between job insecurity and types of employee performance are stronger in cross-sectional studies.

A second methodological issue concerns the ratings sources. The use of self-ratings has been subject to much debate \[[@B85-ijerph-16-02536]\], and many researchers have discussed the risk for mono-method bias when both the predictor and the criterion variable are based on self-ratings. This involves the risk that associations based on ratings from the same source may be inflated \[[@B21-ijerph-16-02536],[@B86-ijerph-16-02536]\]. This appeared to occur in a meta-analysis investigating how various stressors relate to employee performance \[[@B10-ijerph-16-02536]\], in which role ambiguity and work--family conflict showed stronger negative correlations with self-rated performance than with performance-ratings from another source, that is, supervisors. Additionally, the study participants' ability and/or motivation to objectively rate their own job performance were related to performance self-ratings in particular \[[@B20-ijerph-16-02536],[@B87-ijerph-16-02536]\]. When one's job is perceived to be at risk, favorably rating one's own performance may be a strategic way to deal with the situation, for example, by trying to demonstrate one's value to the organization \[[@B17-ijerph-16-02536],[@B88-ijerph-16-02536]\]. From an analysis perspective, this might produce a weaker negative (or sometimes even a positive) relationship between job insecurity and self-rated performance, as compared to the association between job insecurity and supervisor-rated performance. However, based on research showing that ratings between constructs measured using the same source typically being more strongly correlated \[[@B21-ijerph-16-02536]\], we expect that this will be the case for job insecurity and performance ratings as well. **Hypothesis 3** **(H3).**Job insecurity is more strongly associated with self-rated performance than with supervisor-rated performance.

### 1.4.2. Macro-Level Indicators of Social Protection {#sec1dot4dot2-ijerph-16-02536}

Job insecurity has been studied across the globe, and while the consequences associated with it have generally been found to be detrimental across national contexts, the strength of associations varies. It has been argued that part of this variance may be ascribed to differences between the societal contexts wherein these reactions occur \[[@B22-ijerph-16-02536],[@B24-ijerph-16-02536],[@B89-ijerph-16-02536],[@B90-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Such differences include, but are not limited to, characteristics of national culture, labor legislation, social security, welfare expenditure, and labor market characteristics such as unemployment rates \[[@B91-ijerph-16-02536],[@B92-ijerph-16-02536]\]. These characteristics contribute to shaping a society's level of social protection, which may influence the type and magnitude of consequences and support that employees expect in case of job loss. Previous research indicates that the generosity of welfare states may reduce levels of job insecurity \[[@B93-ijerph-16-02536]\] and has shown that employees in countries with more extensive unemployment assistance tend to perceive lower levels of job insecurity than employees in countries with less extensive unemployment assistance \[[@B94-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Moreover, more generous welfare systems, including financial support during unemployment, have been found to have positive effects on unemployment outcomes \[[@B95-ijerph-16-02536]\]. This not only indicates that strong welfare systems may reduce the levels of job insecurity, but moreover, that in welfare states with more social protection, the threat of job loss implied by job insecurity perceptions will have less severe consequences. In societies with stronger social protection, the reactions to a threat of unemployment may be less severe, because employees feel that society will help them handle the consequences. This applies to performance as well as other outcomes such as mental health, since job insecurity affects individuals by requiring resources---cognitive and emotional---to handle the threat, and fewer resources are then available to expend on job performance. This would suggest that higher levels of job insecurity are associated with lower levels of performance.

More specifically, based on theories of stress appraisal \[[@B36-ijerph-16-02536]\], psychological contract breach \[[@B42-ijerph-16-02536]\], or identity threat \[[@B40-ijerph-16-02536]\], the reactions to job insecurity can be expected to be weaker due to the feeling that, even if one risks becoming unemployed, society will help individuals to handle their unemployed circumstances \[[@B24-ijerph-16-02536],[@B89-ijerph-16-02536],[@B91-ijerph-16-02536],[@B93-ijerph-16-02536]\]. As fewer cognitive and emotional resources are expended in dealing with threats to employment in more generous welfare states, resources can be directed towards performance-oriented behaviors, resulting in a weaker correlation between job insecurity and performance in countries characterized by stronger social protection \[[@B29-ijerph-16-02536],[@B41-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Given that stronger welfare systems involve various sources of support in the event of job loss, we expect welfare regimes characterized by a high degree of social protection to buffer against negative consequences of job insecurity \[[@B89-ijerph-16-02536],[@B96-ijerph-16-02536]\]. **Hypothesis 4** **(H4).**The associations between job insecurity and types of employee performance are weaker in welfare regimes characterized by a high degree of social protection compared to welfare regimes with less social protection.

Another indicator of the level of social protection in a country is union density (i.e., the proportion of union membership among a country's employed individuals \[[@B97-ijerph-16-02536]\]). As the main goal of trade unions is to protect the interests of the employee, alleviating the risk of job insecurity has previously been upheld as an important reason for employees to join unions \[[@B25-ijerph-16-02536],[@B26-ijerph-16-02536],[@B98-ijerph-16-02536]\]. For instance, trade unions can negotiate better conditions---such as retraining opportunities or job search assistance---for those affected by downsizing \[[@B98-ijerph-16-02536],[@B99-ijerph-16-02536],[@B100-ijerph-16-02536]\]. In the event of downsizing, unions may also influence the downsizing process, by encouraging employers to work more proactively by providing key information on developments. Union membership and support from unions have been shown to have the potential to mitigate the consequences of job insecurity \[[@B26-ijerph-16-02536],[@B101-ijerph-16-02536]\]. In addition, employee perceptions of procedural justice may also benefit from a strong union, as unions safeguard employee interests by ensuring that agreed upon principles and formal procedures are followed in the case of redundancies \[[@B102-ijerph-16-02536]\]. The presence of unions, as reflected in higher levels of union density, can be expected to provide employees with support if their jobs are at risk \[[@B25-ijerph-16-02536],[@B26-ijerph-16-02536],[@B98-ijerph-16-02536]\]. This suggests that, with a union, fewer resources need to be expended when coping with job insecurity \[[@B41-ijerph-16-02536]\], resulting in a weaker correlation between job insecurity and performance in countries characterized by higher union density \[[@B25-ijerph-16-02536],[@B26-ijerph-16-02536],[@B98-ijerph-16-02536]\]. More specifically, it can be anticipated that stronger social protection will make employees more able to focus on their job and less on rumination. **Hypothesis 5** **(H5).**The associations between job insecurity and types of employee performance are weaker in countries characterized by higher union density than in countries with lower union density.

2. Materials and Methods {#sec2-ijerph-16-02536}
========================

2.1. Literature Search and Inclusion Criteria {#sec2dot1-ijerph-16-02536}
---------------------------------------------

We followed a three-step approach to find relevant articles for this meta-analysis on job insecurity and performance outcomes. First, text searches of several electronic databases (PsycINFO, Web of Science, and EBSCO) were conducted using the same search terms as in previous meta-analyses of job insecurity \[[@B4-ijerph-16-02536],[@B9-ijerph-16-02536],[@B19-ijerph-16-02536]\], comprising combinations of key terms including "job insecurity," "job uncertainty," "job security," "job security satisfaction," "satisfaction with job security," and "employment uncertainty." Following previous meta-analyses on job insecurity \[[@B9-ijerph-16-02536],[@B19-ijerph-16-02536],[@B32-ijerph-16-02536]\], the searches were restricted to peer-reviewed scientific journal articles written in English and published between 1980, and in the present case, June 2018. Second, we searched the reference lists of numerous articles, including previously published meta-analyses on the consequences of job insecurity \[[@B4-ijerph-16-02536],[@B5-ijerph-16-02536],[@B9-ijerph-16-02536],[@B19-ijerph-16-02536]\] and literature reviews on job insecurity \[[@B3-ijerph-16-02536],[@B6-ijerph-16-02536],[@B24-ijerph-16-02536],[@B103-ijerph-16-02536],[@B104-ijerph-16-02536],[@B105-ijerph-16-02536]\] to gather additional relevant articles. Third, we conducted issue-by-issue searches of several academic journals in order to find potentially relevant studies that were not identified through the electronic searches.

The literature search yielded an initial sample of 1992 studies, of which 269 appeared to concern associations with some aspect of job performance. These studies were reviewed to assess whether they met four inclusion criteria, the same four that were used for the meta-analysis by Sverke and colleagues \[[@B19-ijerph-16-02536]\]. First, job insecurity was to be measured as a subjective perception (global, cognitive, affective, or dissatisfaction with job security). Second, the studies needed to include at least one outcome variable, in this case related to employee performance. Third, the studies should provide a correlation coefficient between job insecurity and the outcome or report other statistics that could be transformed into correlations. Fourth, the study had to be based on a working population. Studies that did not meet these inclusion criteria were excluded from the final sample. A total of 106 studies, representing 119 different samples, met the inclusion criteria and were hence included in the meta-analytic review. The studies were based on questionnaire data from a grand total of 50,928 individuals from 33 countries. A list of the included studies is presented in [Supplementary Materials](#app1-ijerph-16-02536){ref-type="app"}.

2.2. Coding of the Studies {#sec2dot2-ijerph-16-02536}
--------------------------

Each sample was coded for sample size, type of performance-related outcome(s), correlation between job insecurity and outcome(s), reliability (Cronbach's alpha) of job insecurity and outcome measure(s), whether the correlation was based on a cross-sectional or longitudinal sample, source of rating of performance variables (self-rated vs. supervisor-rated), and country of data collection. Only studies of quantitative job insecurity (i.e., threats to the job as such) were included. If studies reported correlations for different dimensions of such global quantitative job insecurity (such as affective and cognitive job insecurity) in relation to an outcome, we used the average correlation (and reliability estimate for job insecurity).

Regarding method-related moderators, correlations were coded as either cross-sectional or longitudinal and the outcome as self-rated or supervisor-rated. If a study reported both cross-sectional and longitudinal associations, we used the longitudinal correlation in order to include more longitudinal correlations in the analysis, thus allowing better opportunities for moderator analyses. In line with this, if a study included correlations between job insecurity and both self-rated and supervisor-rated measures of an outcome, we chose the latter. For studies reporting longitudinal correlations, we used the correlation between job insecurity measured at the first time point and the measure of the dependent variable from the second time point, regardless of the total number of data waves in the study. Studies that had a longitudinal design, but reported only correlations within time were coded as cross-sectional.

As concerns macro-level moderators, country of data collection was, in a subsequent step, used for classifying countries based on the two macro-level indicators of social protection, namely the type of welfare regime and union density. The classification of types of welfare regimes (i.e., Scandinavian, Bismarckian, Southern European, Anglo-Saxon, Eastern European, or East Asian) was adopted from Kim et al. \[[@B24-ijerph-16-02536]\], who relied on previous research \[[@B106-ijerph-16-02536],[@B107-ijerph-16-02536],[@B108-ijerph-16-02536]\]. For union density, the classification was based on the average national-level unionization rate for the period 1980--2014, based on statistics reported by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, OECD \[[@B109-ijerph-16-02536]\] and the International Labour Organization, ILO \[[@B110-ijerph-16-02536]\], supplemented with information about union density in China \[[@B111-ijerph-16-02536]\] and Taiwan \[[@B112-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Countries were then categorized into low (\<25%), medium (25--49%), and high (≥50%) union density for these years. [Appendix A](#app2-ijerph-16-02536){ref-type="app"} presents the welfare regime classifications of those countries which could be classified ([Table A1](#ijerph-16-02536-t0A1){ref-type="table"}) along with the level of union density classifications ([Table A2](#ijerph-16-02536-t0A2){ref-type="table"}).

The coding was conducted independently by two different pairs of coders. The average agreement between coders was 94%. The coding discrepancies were negotiated between the authors to arrive at consensus. The coding resulted in the identification of five performance outcomes (task performance, contextual performance, counterproductive work behavior, creativity, and safety performance). [Table 1](#ijerph-16-02536-t001){ref-type="table"} provides examples of the clusters of primary study variables subsumed by each of the five overall categories and presents the average weighted reliability estimates of all variables.

2.3. Meta-Analytic Procedures {#sec2dot3-ijerph-16-02536}
-----------------------------

We used Hunter and Schmidt's \[[@B78-ijerph-16-02536]\] meta-analysis method to calculate the meta-analytic mean correlations and the variability of associations between job insecurity and performance outcomes. Adopting a random-effect approach, we first estimated sample-size weighted average correlations ($\overline{r}$~o~) between job insecurity and each performance outcome, with a 95% confidence interval (CI) around each estimate. The CI denotes the amount of error in the estimate due to sampling error and allows for the interpretation of whether a weighted correlation differs from zero. We also estimated correlations corrected for attenuation ($\overline{r}$~c~), taking reliability in job insecurity and the performance measure into account. For those studies that did not report reliability estimates, the weighted average reliability from all studies reporting data for this variable was used. These corrected estimates were accompanied by standard deviations (*SD*) and 80% credibility intervals (CV). For each association between job insecurity and performance outcomes, we also report the number of studies (*k*) and the accumulated sample size (*N*) included in the analysis.

In order to detect where moderators may have influenced the correlations, we relied on several sources of information. First of all, when the 80% CV, which estimates the variability in $\overline{r}$~c~, includes zero or is large, this indicates that moderators are likely present \[[@B113-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Secondly, we relied on the *Q* statistic, which is a homogeneity test indicating the variance across studies relative to sample error variance, where a significant value indicates the likely presence of moderators \[[@B114-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Finally, we tested for potential moderators using the test for the percentage of variance that can be explained by artifacts (%Var~art~). While it has been suggested that moderators are likely present when 75% or more of the variance in a weighted mean correlation is explained by artifacts, we relied on a cut-off of 60% \[[@B115-ijerph-16-02536]\], which is typically used when the correlations cannot be corrected for range restriction, as in the present meta-analysis.

We repeated these calculations for each level of each moderator tested. Differences between moderator levels were scrutinized by examining whether the confidence intervals overlapped. In addition, we again made use of the *Q* statistic, which is similar to the analysis of variance. More specifically, differences across moderator levels were tested using the between-group homogeneity tests (*Q~B~*), where significant values indicate differences between groups. This was again supplemented by within-group homogeneity tests (*Q~W~*) and by inspecting whether the 80% CVs for the different moderator levels overlapped. The tests for moderation were performed only for those moderator variables included in a minimum of two primary studies.

3. Results {#sec3-ijerph-16-02536}
==========

3.1. Main Effects {#sec3dot1-ijerph-16-02536}
-----------------

The first aim of the present study was to investigate how job insecurity relates to various indicators of employee performance. [Table 2](#ijerph-16-02536-t002){ref-type="table"} presents the overall meta-analytic results for the relationships between job insecurity and each of the five identified aspects of performance. Job insecurity was negatively related to task performance ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.14; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.17) and contextual performance ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.14; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.18) and positively associated with counterproductive work behavior ($\overline{r}$~o~ = 0.11; $\overline{r}$~c~ = 0.14). In none of these cases did the CI include zero. Regarding creativity ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.10; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.10), the CI however included zero, while job insecurity evidenced a significant negative correlation with safety performance ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.16; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.18). These results provide general support for Hypothesis 1, which predicted that job insecurity is related to impaired employee performance.

The analyses also indicated the likely presence of moderators of these overall associations. The 80% CVs were rather large and included zero. Moreover, in all cases, the *Q* statistic indicated significant heterogeneity for all relations. In addition, artifacts accounted for substantial proportions of the variance in all correlations, well beyond the cut-off of 60%. These results clearly indicate that the associations between job insecurity and employee performance are moderated by other factors.

3.2. The Moderating Role of Method-Related Factors {#sec3dot2-ijerph-16-02536}
--------------------------------------------------

Our second aim was to investigate two method-related factors as potential moderators of the correlation between job insecurity and employee performance. [Table 3](#ijerph-16-02536-t003){ref-type="table"} presents the results of the tests of temporal aspects (cross-sectional vs. longitudinal associations) and rating source (self-rated vs. supervisor-rated performance) for the variables where such tests were possible (i.e., when a certain moderator variable was included in at least two primary studies).

As concerns temporal aspects, tests for differences between cross-sectional and longitudinal associations were possible for task performance, contextual performance, and counterproductive work behavior but not for creativity and safety performance, as there was not a sufficient number of longitudinal studies involving these outcomes to allow for such comparison. For task performance, there was a significant difference between these study designs regarding the magnitude of the correlations between job insecurity and the performance outcome, as indicated by the *Q~B~* statistic. The association ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.16; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.19) was only significant for the cross-sectional correlations, whereas the CI for the longitudinal correlation included zero. In terms of contextual performance, neither the correlation for cross-sectional designs ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.15; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.18) nor that for longitudinal designs ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.08; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.09) had CIs including zero, and there was no significant difference found between study designs. The same was true for counterproductive work behavior, where both the cross-sectional ($\overline{r}$~o~ = 0.10; $\overline{r}$~c~ = 0.13) and the longitudinal ($\overline{r}$~o~ = 0.16; $\overline{r}$~c~ = 0.19) correlations had CIs that did not include zero. While there was little variation in the longitudinal associations for contextual performance and counterproductive work behavior, the other associations indicated additional heterogeneity. Taken together, these results provide only partial support for Hypothesis 2, which proposed that the magnitude of associations is stronger in cross-sectional studies. Specifically, the hypothesis was only supported in regard to task performance, whereas the results concerning contextual performance and counterproductive work behavior indicated no differences between cross-sectional and longitudinal studies in the associations between job insecurity and these performance outcomes.

In regards to rating source, moderator analyses were possible only for task performance and contextual performance ([Table 3](#ijerph-16-02536-t003){ref-type="table"}). There was a significant difference between self- and supervisor-ratings for task performance, as indicated by the *Q~B~* test, where the relation was somewhat stronger for self-ratings ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.15; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.18) than for supervisor-ratings ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.09; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.11). There was no significant difference between rating sources concerning contextual performance, where the association with job insecurity was negative for both self-ratings ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.14; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.18) and supervisor-ratings ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.15; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.19). In both cases, however, the analyses still indicated heterogeneity according to the *Q~W~* tests. While the results regarding task performance provide partial support for Hypothesis 3---that job insecurity evidences stronger associations with self-rated performance---the finding that the association with contextual performance did not differ between self- and supervisor-ratings partially contradicts this postulation.

3.3. The Moderating Role of Macro-Level Indicators of Social Protection {#sec3dot3-ijerph-16-02536}
-----------------------------------------------------------------------

The third aim of the present study was to investigate whether two macro-level indicators of social protection moderate the association between job insecurity and employee performance. The results of these analyses are presented in [Table 4](#ijerph-16-02536-t004){ref-type="table"}, which presents the determined types of welfare regimes (Scandinavian, Bismarckian, Southern European, Anglo-Saxon, Eastern European, and East Asian) as well as the union density levels of high (≥50%), medium (25--49%), or low (\<25%). Again, the results are only presented for those moderator variable levels included in at least two primary studies.

There were significant differences between the types of welfare regimes as concerns the associations of job insecurity with all of the employee performance outcomes (excluding creativity, where no such comparisons were possible), as indicated by the *Q~B~* tests (see [Table 4](#ijerph-16-02536-t004){ref-type="table"}). When it comes to task performance, there were negative correlations for all of the types of welfare regimes that could be included in the analysis (there were not enough studies from Eastern European or East Asian countries to include these areas in the analysis). The correlation was weakest in Scandinavian countries ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.04; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.04) and strongest in Southern European countries ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.20; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.25), with Anglo-Saxon ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.12; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.14) and Bismarckian countries ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.18; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.22) in-between. The correlation between job insecurity and contextual performance was not significant in Bismarckian countries; the negative association was strongest in East Asian countries ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.25; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.31), followed by Southern European ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.15; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.19) and Anglo-Saxon countries ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.14; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.17) (Scandinavian and Eastern European regimes could not be included in this analysis). For counterproductive work behavior, comparisons were only possible between Southern European countries, where there was a positive correlation ($\overline{r}$~o~ = 0.24; $\overline{r}$~c~ = 0.30), and Anglo-Saxon countries for which the association was non-significant. The results for safety performance followed a slightly different pattern: The negative correlation was strongest in Scandinavian ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.20; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.23) and Anglo-Saxon countries ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.17; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.21) and weakest in Southern European countries ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.05; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.06). These results provide partial support for Hypothesis 4, which predicted that the associations between job insecurity and employee performance would be weaker in welfare regimes characterized by high social protection (e.g., Scandinavian and Bismarckian) and stronger in regimes where social protection is lower (e.g., Southern European and East Asian).

In terms of our second indicator of social protection, there was a significant difference for task performance, where the correlation was weaker in countries with medium union density ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.10; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.12) and stronger in countries with high ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.15; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.17) and low ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.15; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.18) union density. There were no significant differences between countries with different levels of union density as concerns contextual performance ($\overline{r}$~o~ ranging from −0.11 to −0.14; $\overline{r}$~c~ ranging from = −0.15 to −0.17) or counterproductive work behavior ($\overline{r}$~o~ = 0.15; $\overline{r}$~c~ ranging from 0.17 to 0.18). However, there was a significant difference in creativity, as indicated by the *Q~B~* test. The correlation was negative in countries with high union density ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.09; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.10), whereas the seemingly positive association in countries with medium union density was non-significant (and there were not enough studies for the low union density category). There was a significant difference also with respect to safety performance. As indicated by the CIs, job insecurity evidenced a significantly stronger negative correlation with safety performance in countries with high union density ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.20; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.23) than in countries with low union density ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.10; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.12), with effects sizes for medium union density ($\overline{r}$~o~ = −0.19; $\overline{r}$~c~ = −0.23) being comparable to those for high union density. These results are not in line with Hypothesis 5, which predicted that the associations between job insecurity and employee performance would be weaker in countries characterized by higher union density.

4. Discussion {#sec4-ijerph-16-02536}
=============

The present meta-analysis combined research from 119 samples from 106 studies on the relationships between job insecurity and five types of employee performance---task performance, contextual performance, counterproductive work behavior, creativity, and safety performance. In addition, we conducted moderator analyses to better understand variations in the strength of the associations between job insecurity and these types of employee performance. The moderator variables were chosen to enable the investigation of factors which in previous research have been assumed to affect this type of relationship, but which have not been extensively tested in a meta-analytic context. Two of the moderators are related to methodological issues: Study design (cross-sectional compared to longitudinal) and source of employee performance ratings (self-rated compared to supervisor-rated). The other two moderators concerned aspects of the national context of the research populations, focusing on indicators of social protection, namely, type of social welfare regime (comparing six different categorizations) and union density (low, medium, and high).

4.1. Job Insecurity and Employee Performance {#sec4dot1-ijerph-16-02536}
--------------------------------------------

The first aim of the present study was to meta-analytically investigate how job insecurity relates to different types of employee performance. We hypothesized that job insecurity would be associated with negative performance outcomes (i.e., lower task and contextual performance, higher counterproductive work behavior, and lower creativity and safety performance).

A pattern emerged in the aggregate correlations between job insecurity and types of employee performance, as the associations consistently indicated that job insecurity is related to impaired performance---the only exception being creativity. The relationships found between job insecurity and the other four types of employee performance confirm the substance of what could be expected according to arguments based on stress theories \[[@B36-ijerph-16-02536],[@B41-ijerph-16-02536]\], social exchange theories \[[@B42-ijerph-16-02536]\], and identity theories \[[@B40-ijerph-16-02536]\]: Employees who experience job insecurity are less likely to make an effort to support organizational goals. The results are consistent with much of the research on job insecurity and how it relates to various performance outcomes, including two meta-analyses on job insecurity that included job performance \[[@B4-ijerph-16-02536],[@B9-ijerph-16-02536]\]. The finding that job insecurity appears to be detrimental for employee performance is also contrary to those studies suggesting that experiences of job insecurity will make employees work harder \[[@B16-ijerph-16-02536],[@B17-ijerph-16-02536]\]. The fact that we did not find any relationship between job insecurity and creativity could be attributed to several different factors, for example, that while job insecurity is associated with other types of performance \[[@B69-ijerph-16-02536],[@B74-ijerph-16-02536]\], it is not related to creative and innovative performance. Another factor may be that other mechanisms are linking job insecurity to creativity, such as intrinsic motivation \[[@B116-ijerph-16-02536]\] and threat rigidity \[[@B117-ijerph-16-02536],[@B118-ijerph-16-02536]\]. However, most primary studies investigating this relationship report a negative association between job insecurity and creativity and innovative behaviors \[[@B66-ijerph-16-02536],[@B119-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Hence, the non-significant meta-correlation between job insecurity and creativity found in the present study may also be attributable to a lack of power due to the small number of studies (*k* = 10) examining this relationship.

The present meta-analysis only examined linear relationships, and did not explore the possibility of these relationships being non-linear. Studies that present curvilinear associations have indicated that job insecurity is negatively related to performance, but that this relationship is weaker when job insecurity is high \[[@B120-ijerph-16-02536],[@B121-ijerph-16-02536]\]. In cases where a high level of job insecurity is found to be more weakly associated with performance, it has been attributed to these individuals being better able to handle the pressure that accompanies high job insecurity \[[@B122-ijerph-16-02536]\]. As only a limited number of studies have explored the possibility of there being non-linear relationships between job insecurity and outcomes such as employee performance, it was not considered worthwhile to aggregate the results of these studies in the present meta-analysis, but this is an avenue that should be explored in future research when appropriate.

Since job insecurity in the present meta-analysis was treated as a global construct reflecting threats to the job itself (not including valued job features, i.e., qualitative job insecurity), no differentiation occurred among the different operationalizations of job insecurity from the primary studies included. To be sure, previous research, including a recent meta-analysis \[[@B4-ijerph-16-02536]\], has indicated that there may be differences between cognitive and affective job insecurity in regard to how they relate to various outcomes, and that qualitative and quantitative job insecurity may relate differently to outcomes \[[@B122-ijerph-16-02536]\], but these differences have not have been tested extensively in relation to performance yet. Our meta-analysis provides a first step in confirming the overall negative impact on performance that job insecurity appears to have. Comparing different dimensions of job insecurity to global measures of job insecurity in future research will elucidate which operationalizations explain the most variance in employee performance.

The present meta-analytic findings indicate that job insecurity is associated with lower task performance, lower contextual performance, higher counterproductive behavior, and lower safety performance (with the association with creativity not being significant), thus possibly contributing to bringing an end to inconsistencies among previous studies regarding such associations. However, for all main effects there were indications that they were affected by potential moderators. The recent job insecurity literature has increasingly called for additional research on mechanisms in the relation between job insecurity and its outcomes \[[@B3-ijerph-16-02536],[@B123-ijerph-16-02536]\]---in terms of both mediators \[[@B124-ijerph-16-02536]\] and moderators \[[@B6-ijerph-16-02536],[@B104-ijerph-16-02536]\]. In an attempt to add to this literature, we also tested several moderators of the associations between job insecurity and the types of employee performance.

4.2. The Role of Temporal Aspects and Source of Ratings {#sec4dot2-ijerph-16-02536}
-------------------------------------------------------

The second aim of the present meta-analysis was to test two method-related factors as potential moderators in the associations between job insecurity and types of employee performance, namely, temporal aspects and source of performance ratings. We hypothesized that the associations with performance would be stronger in cross-sectional, as compared to longitudinal designs (Hypothesis 2) and that job insecurity would be more strongly associated with self-rated performance than with supervisor-rated performance (Hypothesis 3).

The results of the moderator analyses focusing on temporal aspects of study design indicated that only the relationship between job insecurity and task performance differed between types of study design: the association was stronger in cross-sectional studies and non-significant in longitudinal studies. Hypothesis 2 thus only received partial support. These results may indicate that task performance is affected by job insecurity in the short term, but not in the long term, and that the effects of job insecurity on performance are synchronous and may not be cumulative. Lack of cumulative effects of job insecurity on task performance could be attributed to the fact that task performance is necessary for employees to keep their job in the long term, but that it is affected by the strain of job insecurity in the short term.

However, for the other two outcomes where such moderator tests were possible (i.e., contextual performance and counterproductive work behaviors), the association with job insecurity was significant both cross-sectionally and longitudinally, suggesting that the experiencing of job insecurity can also have detrimental effects over time. Such delayed detrimental effects may be due to a sense that the organization has breached the psychological contract, resulting in a lack of trust in the organization \[[@B46-ijerph-16-02536]\] that may manifest itself as a decrease in pro-organizational discretional behaviors or as an increase in negative behaviors directed at the source of the breach. In addition, the finding that there was no difference in magnitude between cross-sectional and longitudinal correlations for contextual performance and counterproductive work behaviors also suggests that cross-sectional associations may be a fairly accurate representation of how job insecurity relates to these types of performance. It should be noted, however, that the number of studies reporting longitudinal correlations between job insecurity and both contextual performance (*k* = 2) and counterproductive work behaviors (*k* = 3) was quite small, and that the effect sizes varied considerably among the included primary studies. More longitudinal research on these relationships would enable more robust meta-analytical tests of the associations between job insecurity and performance over time.

The moderator analysis focusing on source of performance ratings partially supported Hypothesis 3, as job insecurity was found to relate more strongly to self-ratings of task performance than to supervisor ratings. This is partially in line with previous meta-analytic findings where work stressors evidenced stronger negative relationships with self-rated as compared to supervisor-rated performance \[[@B10-ijerph-16-02536]\]. However, there was no difference between rating sources for the relationship between job insecurity and contextual performance. This finding contributes to the job insecurity literature by suggesting that job insecurity may be detrimental to this type of performance, and that the relationship is evident regardless of whether performance is rated by employees or by supervisors. Previous research on the effect of rating source on the correlation between overall performance and contextual performance has indicated that self-ratings are more strongly correlated than constructs rated by other sources \[[@B125-ijerph-16-02536]\], but the results pertaining to contextual performance in the present study did not follow this pattern. Considering that the correlation between self- and supervisor-ratings of performance in general tends to be quite weak, with a corrected meta-analytic correlation of 0.22 \[[@B20-ijerph-16-02536]\], and that little research exists on whether the relationships between job insecurity and various types of performance differ depending on the source of performance ratings, future research investigating how job insecurity relates to both self-rated and supervisor-rated performance appears highly warranted. Future research would also benefit from using supervisor-ratings of types of performance other than task performance and contextual performance, which were the only dimensions for which this moderator analysis could be performed.

4.3. The Role of Welfare Regimes and Union Density {#sec4dot3-ijerph-16-02536}
--------------------------------------------------

The third aim of this meta-analysis was to test whether two macro-level indicators of social protection (type of welfare regime and union density) moderate the associations between job insecurity and types of employee performance.

The results of the moderator analyses focusing on the type of welfare regime provided partial support for Hypothesis 4, which predicted that the associations between job insecurity and employee performance would be weaker in welfare regimes characterized by high social protection (e.g., Scandinavian and Bismarckian) and stronger in regimes where social protection is lower (e.g., Southern European and East Asian). While it was not possible to include all types of welfare regimes as moderators in all insecurity--performance associations, the comparisons still indicated general tendencies in so far as the associations with task performance and counterproductive work behaviors were weaker in welfare regimes characterized by higher social protection, and the negative association with contextual performance was stronger in regimes considered to provide lower social protection. These findings are in line with the notion that the generosity of welfare states may reduce levels of job insecurity \[[@B92-ijerph-16-02536]\] and protect against negative consequences of unemployment \[[@B94-ijerph-16-02536]\], and thus may also buffer against a negative impact of job insecurity. However, the finding that job insecurity evidenced stronger negative associations with safety performance in regimes with higher social protection (Scandinavian and Anglo-Saxon) than in those characterized by lower social protection (Southern European countries) was unexpected. Employees in regimes with higher social protection may have come to expect a high degree of employment certainty and may thus react more negatively when experiencing job insecurity, as exhibited in the stronger negative associations with safety performance. This explanation is tentative and the results call for additional research regarding the role of welfare regimes.

The results of the moderator analyses focusing on union density were not in line with Hypothesis 5, which predicted that the associations between job insecurity and employee performance would be weaker in countries characterized by higher union density. More specifically, the finding that there were no differences between countries with high, medium, and low union densities as concerns the associations of job insecurity with contextual performance and counterproductive work behavior is contrary to the assumption that union membership may buffer against negative consequences of job insecurity \[[@B26-ijerph-16-02536],[@B99-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Most surprising was the finding that the negative association with safety performance was stronger in countries with high and medium union density as compared to countries with low union density. It was also unexpected that the association with task performance was higher in countries with both high and low union density, as compared to those with medium union density. One possible explanation for the finding that reactions were not weaker in countries characterized by high union density may be that higher union density can lead to higher expectations from, and attentiveness to, the psychosocial work environment. Hence, union density as such might not constitute social protection for employees. Rather, awareness and employee expectations of employment security and safety are heightened when trade union membership is the 'norm' in society.

Taken together, the results concerning indicators of social protection lend some support to the argument that characteristics of the welfare regime and of unionization are of relevance for the performance-related consequences of job insecurity. One point of discussion that is often raised in connection with country comparisons is that any typology of them will utilize fairly broad clusters of countries with substantial variance within each cluster of countries on a number of parameters \[[@B126-ijerph-16-02536]\]. It could be that other ways of classifying countries may tell a different story. Some studies have, for instance, focused on different indicators of national culture, such as uncertainty avoidance, or on differences between individualist and collectivist cultures \[[@B92-ijerph-16-02536],[@B127-ijerph-16-02536],[@B128-ijerph-16-02536]\]. For instance, it is plausible that countries characterized by high uncertainty avoidance built their social safety nets in order to avoid employment uncertainty or to reduce the negative consequences of job insecurity \[[@B128-ijerph-16-02536],[@B129-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Future research may benefit from exploring other types of macro-level indicators of social protection, such as cultural indicators (e.g., uncertainty avoidance) or indicators of labor market policies (e.g., public expenditure in active labor market policies). It is also possible that the level of social protection in a society may serve to reduce the levels of job insecurity perceived by employees, rather than acting as a buffer in the association between job insecurity and employee performance outcomes \[[@B93-ijerph-16-02536]\].

4.4. Methodological Considerations {#sec4dot4-ijerph-16-02536}
----------------------------------

Meta-analysis is a powerful tool for integrating empirical studies relating job insecurity to employee performance, but similar to other meta-analyses, our study has some limitations, which need to be acknowledged, and if possible, addressed in future research. These arise from the challenging choices involved in study inclusion, the application of concepts, and the integration of findings from different types of studies. One obvious limitation is that it is possible that the literature search missed out on some relevant studies despite our use of several search approaches to identify all studies that belong in the review.

Another limitation concerns the definitions and operationalizations of the job insecurity construct, which varied between the studies included in the meta-analysis, thus resulting in studies using different measures to capture job insecurity being combined in the analyses. The primary studies included both single-item measures and multi-item scales, with some focusing on the affective experience of job insecurity (i.e., worry about job loss), others on the cognitive dimension (i.e., the likelihood of job loss) or overall job insecurity, and yet others on employees' satisfaction with job security. A previous meta-analysis on job insecurity \[[@B19-ijerph-16-02536]\] found that the associations between job insecurity and its outcomes are stronger in studies utilizing scales containing multiple items, as compared to those relying on single items. It has also been demonstrated that measures of a global experience of job insecurity are more stable over time as compared to measures focusing on a specific dimension of the construct \[[@B130-ijerph-16-02536]\]. A recent meta-analysis, which distinguished between cognitive and affective job insecurity \[[@B4-ijerph-16-02536]\], found affective job insecurity to have stronger relations to outcomes as compared to cognitive insecurity, and also that affective job insecurity mediates the associations between cognitive job insecurity and outcomes. While the present meta-analysis focused on threats to the job as such (i.e., quantitative job insecurity), it has been found that the relationships with outcome variables differ between quantitative (threats to the job as such) and qualitative (threats to valued job features) job insecurity \[[@B33-ijerph-16-02536],[@B122-ijerph-16-02536],[@B131-ijerph-16-02536]\], and once there are enough studies on the qualitative dimension, future meta-analyses could also include this dimension and explore if consequences differ between quantitative and qualitative job insecurity. We elected to include studies with different operationalizations in order to meta-analyze as extensive a pool of studies on our topic as possible. How to better handle the integration of different operationalizations should be one of the objectives of future meta-analyses in order to fine tune the combined use of an array of studies with varying approaches on the same question.

Similarly, different types of employee performance were categorized into broader constructs in the present study. To our knowledge, this is the first meta-analysis focusing solely on the job insecurity--employee performance association, synthesizing this area of research. However, this method of categorizing performance means that there is some variation in the constructs included in the broader categories. This may present a challenge to the interpretation of the results, and to the drawing of conclusions on practical implications. Therefore, it would be useful for future research to focus on investigating the relationships between job insecurity and more fine-grained sub-dimensions of job performance, such as organizational citizenship behaviors directed towards individuals or the organization \[[@B53-ijerph-16-02536]\] or employee voice \[[@B99-ijerph-16-02536],[@B132-ijerph-16-02536]\]. This may provide valuable insights for the practitioner community as well as contribute to theory development in job insecurity research.

A strength of the present meta-analysis concerns the comparison between cross-sectional and longitudinal associations of job insecurity with the performance outcomes. While the correlation between job insecurity and task performance was stronger in studies with a cross-sectional design, similar magnitudes of association emerged for two of the three outcomes among cross-sectional as well as longitudinal designs, where such moderator analyses were possible (i.e., contextual performance and counterproductive work behavior). While this could be taken to suggest that these associations are also valid over time, it does not indicate the direction of the relationships, nor allow for conclusions about causality. However, there is theoretical and empirical support for the assumed direction of the relationship, such that job insecurity predicts its postulated outcomes rather than the other way around, which has been supported in several studies \[[@B38-ijerph-16-02536],[@B133-ijerph-16-02536]\]. There has been less research exploring the relationships between job insecurity and types of employee performance longitudinally, especially testing for reversed causality, and future research may consider exploring these associations using cross-lagged study designs.

In addition, the longitudinal studies incorporated in the present meta-analysis investigated the relationships between job insecurity and types of employee performance over different time lags. Little is known about whether the associations differ between job insecurity and types of employee performance depending on the time lag \[[@B81-ijerph-16-02536],[@B134-ijerph-16-02536]\]. In order to support theory development regarding how long it may take before consequences of job insecurity emerge, future studies should systematically test the associations over different time lags. The length of the time lag could then be entered as a moderator in future meta-analyses, in order to allow for the testing of how the impact of job insecurity varies depending on the time between the measurements of job insecurity and of its outcomes \[[@B135-ijerph-16-02536]\]. It is also plausible that individuals who experience job insecurity to varying degrees over time react differently to such experiences \[[@B136-ijerph-16-02536],[@B137-ijerph-16-02536]\], thus calling for a more person-oriented approach that allows for studying how different patterns of accumulated experiences of job insecurity over time relate to different types of consequences \[[@B138-ijerph-16-02536]\].

A potential study design limitation concerns our use of cross-sectional studies, as it has been pointed out that such studies may overestimate the associations between job insecurity and its outcomes due to common method variance \[[@B21-ijerph-16-02536],[@B86-ijerph-16-02536]\]. To address this, we explored the difference in associations between studies using self-reported ratings of performance and supervisor-ratings of performance. The results indicated that the association was slightly stronger between job insecurity and self-rated task performance than between job insecurity and supervisor-rated task performance. However, there was no significant difference regarding contextual performance, suggesting that common method variance may not have inflated the associations in the present study, which is in line with findings showing that common method variance does not distort associations between constructs sharing the same measure \[[@B139-ijerph-16-02536]\].

Finally, previous meta-analyses indicate that culture may be an important factor in how job insecurity relates to potential antecedents \[[@B32-ijerph-16-02536]\] as well as outcomes \[[@B80-ijerph-16-02536]\]. A key aspect of the countries encompassed by the meta-analysis in terms of our investigation is their degree of social protection, which we based on previous research \[[@B24-ijerph-16-02536]\] and categorized into types of welfare regimes according to regional and cultural zone trends. While we mainly found support for the notion that welfare regimes characterized by stronger social protection acted as a buffer in the associations between job insecurity and employee performance, union density, the other macro-level indicator of social protection included generated mixed results. It is possible that the coding of union density in the present meta-analysis may have been too blunt of a measure of union protection, thus contributing to the mixed findings. For instance, while union density was coded based on the average unionization rate during a long period of time (1980−2014), it may be more appropriate to instead rely on the unionization rate at the time of data collection for each included study---although this presents difficulties as the year of data collection is not always reported in primary studies. In addition, not all countries are covered by the classification of welfare regimes used \[[@B24-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Future meta-analyses may therefore wish to utilize other indicators of social protection which have been investigated in previous job insecurity research, such as uncertainty avoidance \[[@B62-ijerph-16-02536],[@B129-ijerph-16-02536]\], unemployment benefits \[[@B94-ijerph-16-02536]\], employment protection legislation, and public expenditure on active labor market activities \[[@B93-ijerph-16-02536]\]. In addition, while the fact that we did not include unpublished studies may potentially have affected our findings, previous research suggests that there are no substantial differences in the magnitude of correlations in published, as compared to non-published studies \[[@B140-ijerph-16-02536]\], and has shown that failing to include non-published studies is not a serious threat to the validity of the conclusions drawn based on meta-analytical relationships.

4.5. Theoretical and Practical Implications {#sec4dot5-ijerph-16-02536}
-------------------------------------------

The results of the present meta-analysis appear to confirm the expected associations between job insecurity and negative performance outcomes, consistent with much of previous research. More specifically, our results replicate previous meta-analyses that have found that job insecurity is detrimental for employee performance \[[@B4-ijerph-16-02536],[@B9-ijerph-16-02536]\], and also extend existing research by investigating a wider range of performance outcomes (task performance, contextual performance, counterproductive work behavior, creativity, and safety performance). The findings that job insecurity was associated with lower levels of task, contextual, and safety performance and higher levels of counterproductive behavior (but not with creativity on a general level) diverge from those of certain other studies which suggest that job insecurity will lead to employees working harder \[[@B16-ijerph-16-02536],[@B17-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Rather, our results are in line with theories suggesting that job insecurity is associated with impaired performance due to it being a stressor \[[@B15-ijerph-16-02536]\] and that it constitutes a breach of the psychological contract \[[@B42-ijerph-16-02536]\] or a threat to one's identity \[[@B40-ijerph-16-02536]\].

For future research, we would recommend that longitudinal research is prioritized. Studies conducted using a within-person design, allowing for the study of the process of how job insecurity relates to types of employee performance, will further the understanding of job insecurity and its outcomes. There are currently very few studies which differentiate between group-level and individual-level differences \[[@B38-ijerph-16-02536]\], and more research is needed to better understand within-person processes in this context in particular. There is also a need for additional research using a person-oriented approach, thus allowing for the investigation of how varying experiences of job insecurity over time relate to potential consequences \[[@B137-ijerph-16-02536],[@B138-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Research using a person-oriented approach, where groups of individuals with different experiences of job insecurity are investigated---particularly with regard to various types of job insecurity and job insecurity experiences over time---may be especially relevant for identifying those groups that are at most risk from the harmful consequences of job insecurity \[[@B138-ijerph-16-02536]\].

Research in this area could also benefit from an exploration of other types of rating sources of job insecurity outcomes. In the present meta-analysis, only two types of employee performance could be included in the moderator analysis testing for differences between self-ratings and supervisor-ratings (i.e., task performance and contextual performance), due to the lack of studies. Performance is a complex construct to measure, and it is often recommended that a multi-rater approach be used in order to capture different aspects of performance \[[@B141-ijerph-16-02536]\].

For organizations, the results have implications concerning the impact of an insecure environment on performance: Employees cannot be expected to perform at the same level when experiencing job insecurity. We would suggest that it is in the interest of organizations to prevent the experiencing of job insecurity among employees. Not only will this prevent employees experiencing a significant stressor, it will also ensure that employees are better able to work towards organizational goals.

The present findings also have potential implications for national-level policies. Most importantly, job insecurity, in relation to most but not all performance variables, was associated with less detrimental performance outcomes in welfare regimes characterized by high rather than low social protection. This indicates that national policies and legislation that allow stronger protection in cases of potential job loss may protect not only employees from more negative consequences, but may also end up benefitting organizations in terms of less poor employee performance outcomes. However, the findings regarding union density as an indicator of social protection produced results that are more ambiguous, and less consistent with the expectation that countries with higher unionization would have a weaker negative associations between job insecurity and employee performance. It may be that having a high degree of unionization in a country may deter negative outcomes in terms of employee performance from emerging \[[@B26-ijerph-16-02536],[@B98-ijerph-16-02536],[@B102-ijerph-16-02536],[@B142-ijerph-16-02536]\]. However, the results may also be explained by employees in countries characterized by a high unionization rate potentially being more vigilant toward detrimental working conditions, including the risk of job loss \[[@B99-ijerph-16-02536],[@B143-ijerph-16-02536]\], which may result in stronger negative reactions to job insecurity in these countries \[[@B99-ijerph-16-02536]\]. Overall, the mechanism by which social protection in a country relates to job insecurity and its impact on outcomes deserves further research. For example, exploring how individuals perceive the welfare system in their country would be efficient in protecting them should they lose their job, and relating these perceptions to their reactions to job insecurity may provide more specific information about whether and how welfare systems buffer against the negative effects of job insecurity.

5. Conclusions {#sec5-ijerph-16-02536}
==============

The present study aimed at bringing some clarity among research on the relationship between job insecurity and employee performance by meta-analytically investigating how job insecurity relates to five different types of employee performance (i.e., task performance, contextual performance, counterproductive work behavior, creativity, and safety performance). The results are consistent with previous meta-analyses \[[@B4-ijerph-16-02536],[@B9-ijerph-16-02536],[@B10-ijerph-16-02536]\], but extend these studies by including a greater number of performance outcomes, as well as a greater number of studies. The results provide evidence that job insecurity is associated with impaired task and contextual performance, higher levels of counterproductive work behaviors, and poorer safety performance. Thus, job insecurity may jeopardize organizational goal attainment in that employees who are worried about the future of their job are less able to perform tasks. Additionally, job insecurity may lead to a less positive work environment as contextual performance may be negatively affected, and counterproductive work behaviors may increase. Job insecurity may even contribute to a less safe work environment as employees experiencing job insecurity appear to engage less in safety-related behaviors. The evidence provided should encourage organizations to aim to prevent job insecurity among their employees.

Our moderator analyses of method-related factors showed that the associations between job insecurity and employee performance vary depending on the type of study design used (cross-sectional compared to longitudinal), with cross-sectional associations being somewhat stronger. However, the differences between study designs were not as consistent across types of performance, or as large as expected; for two of the types of employee performance, there were very few longitudinal studies available, suggesting that there is a need for more longitudinal research to allow for more robust meta-analytic estimates. Overall, the variation in the results point to the need for a more detailed investigation of the temporal nature of the associations between job insecurity and performance outcomes. Such research would benefit from focusing on within-person processes to explore how job insecurity experiences evolve over time and how outcomes are affected as a result of these changes.

For our other method-related factor---source of performance ratings---the results were mixed; a stronger association emerged between job insecurity and self-rated task performance compared to supervisor-rated task performance, while no moderating effect of source of performance ratings was found for the association between job insecurity and contextual performance. The results suggest that self-ratings and supervisor-ratings of performance may be similarly related to job insecurity, but more studies that incorporate various methods of measuring outcomes of job insecurity are needed to enable further analysis of how job insecurity relates to outcomes that are not self-rated.

The moderator analyses focusing on whether the effect of job insecurity might be buffered by social protection factors also provided mixed results. In terms of social welfare regimes, there was some support for our expectation that employees residing and working in a country with more protective welfare systems react less negatively to job insecurity in terms of performance, as this was the case for task performance and counterproductive work behaviors. However, the finding that the association between job insecurity and safety performance was stronger in welfare regimes with high social protection was unexpected and highlights an important avenue for future research.

Union density did not seem to function as a buffer in the studies included in the moderator analyses investigating contextual performance and counterproductive work behaviors. The results regarding task performance, creativity, and safety performance, however, were contrary to expectations, in that stronger negative reactions to job insecurity were found among countries with higher union density. Further investigation is needed: Measuring unionization rates at the organizational level rather than the country level, for example, may yield more specific information about the role of unionization for individuals, and more locally valid results.

The present meta-analysis contributes to the understanding of job insecurity by summarizing results from a wide variety of studies. The meta-analysis also provides an important stepping stone for future research exploring job insecurity and its outcomes.

The research was carried out within Stockholm Stress Center, a FORTE center of excellence.

A list of the studies included in the meta-analysis is available online at <https://www.mdpi.com/1660-4601/16/14/2536/s1>.
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**Classification of Countries into Macro-Level Indicators of Social Protection**

[Table A1](#ijerph-16-02536-t0A1){ref-type="table"} provides the classification of countries into types of social welfare regimes (i.e., Scandinavian, Bismarckian, Southern European, Anglo-Saxon, Eastern European, and East Asian). [Table A2](#ijerph-16-02536-t0A2){ref-type="table"} illustrates which countries were classified into low (\<25%), medium (25−49%), and high (≥50%) union density.
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###### 

Classification of Countries by Type of Welfare Regime.

  -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
  Scandinavian   Bismarckian    Southern European   Anglo-Saxon   Eastern European   East Asian
  -------------- -------------- ------------------- ------------- ------------------ --------------
  Denmark\       Belgium\       Italy\              Australia\    Czech Republic\    South Korea\
  Finland\       France\        Spain               Canada\       Hungary\           Taiwan
  Norway\        Germany\                           Israel\       Poland\            
  Sweden         Netherlands\                       UK\           Russia             
                 Switzerland                        US                               

  -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Note: The typology is based on the classification of types of welfare regimes discussed by Kim et al. \[[@B24-ijerph-16-02536]\], based on Ferrera \[[@B106-ijerph-16-02536]\], Aspalter \[[@B108-ijerph-16-02536]\], and Lee & Ku \[[@B107-ijerph-16-02536]\].
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###### 

Classification of Countries by Union Density.

  ---------------------------------------------
  Low\            Medium\            High\
  (\<25%)         (25−49%)           (≥50%)
  --------------- ------------------ ----------
  Brazil\         Australia\         Belarus\
  Cameroon\       Austria\           Belgium\
  Chile\          Canada\            Cuba\
  El Salvador\    China\             Cyprus\
  Estonia\        Croatia\           Denmark\
  France\         Czech Republic\    Finland\
  Guatemala\      Germany\           Iceland\
  Hungary\        Greece\            Norway\
  Japan\          Ireland\           Sweden
  Korea\          Israel\            
  Latvia\         Italy\             
  Lithuania\      Kenya\             
  Malawi\         Luxembourg\        
  Mexico\         New Zealand\       
  Netherlands\    Portugal\          
  Poland\         Slovak Republic\   
  Romania\        Slovenia\          
  Spain\          South Africa\      
  Switzerland\    Turkey\            
  Taiwan\         United Kingdom     
  Tanzania\                          
  United States                      

  ---------------------------------------------

Note: The classification is based on statistics reported by the ILO \[[@B110-ijerph-16-02536]\] and the OECD \[[@B109-ijerph-16-02536]\], supplemented with information about union density in China \[[@B111-ijerph-16-02536]\] and Taiwan \[[@B112-ijerph-16-02536]\].
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###### 

Variables Included in the Meta-Analysis, Examples of Aspects Covered by the Primary Studies, and Average Weighted Reliability (Cronbach's alpha) across Samples.

  Variable                          Examples of Included Aspects                                                                                                                 Average α
  --------------------------------- -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- -----------
  Job insecurity                    (Overall) job (in)security, fear/worry of job loss (affective), probability of job loss (cognitive), satisfaction with job security (r)      0.84
  Task performance                  Performance, job/task performance, in-role behavior/performance, productivity                                                                0.83
  Contextual performance            Organizational citizenship behavior, helping behavior, knowledge-sharing behavior, information sharing, extra-role behavior, sportsmanship   0.81
  Counterproductive work behavior   Counterproductive work behavior, counterproductivity, work withdrawal, deviant behavior, non-compliant job behaviors                         0.78
  Creativity                        Creativity, creative performance, innovative work behavior, organizational innovation, idea implementation                                   0.90
  Safety performance                Risk taking behavior (r), (behavioral) safety compliance, safe working, physical/psychosocial safety behavior                                0.84

\(r\) = reverse coded.
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###### 

Main effects.

  Outcome                           *k*   *N*      $\mathbf{\overline{\mathbf{r}}}$ ~o~   95% CI             $\mathbf{\overline{\mathbf{r}}}$ ~c~   *SD*   80% CV             *Q*             %Var~art~
  --------------------------------- ----- -------- -------------------------------------- ------------------ -------------------------------------- ------ ------------------ --------------- -----------
  Task performance                  53    21,461   −0.14                                  \[−0.17, −0.11\]   −0.17                                  0.14   \[−0.33, −0.00\]   310.17 \*\*\*   83.24
  Contextual performance            37    11,031   −0.14                                  \[−0.19, −0.10\]   −0.18                                  0.16   \[−0.37, −0.00\]   201.22 \*\*\*   82.11
  Counterproductive work behavior   19    7219     0.11                                   \[0.03, 0.19\]     0.14                                   0.22   \[−0.14, 0.41\]    240.51 \*\*\*   92.52
  Creativity                        10    5964     −0.10                                  \[−0.21, 0.01\]    −0.10                                  0.19   \[−0.34, 0.13\]    191.33 \*\*\*   95.30
  Safety performance                31    18,680   −0.16                                  \[−0.21, −0.10\]   −0.18                                  0.19   \[−0.43, 0.06\]    522.36 \*\*\*   94.26

*Note*. *k* = number of samples; *N* = accumulated sample size; $\overline{r}$~o~ = sample-size weighted mean correlation; CI = confidence interval; *SD* = standard deviation; $\overline{r}$~c~ = correlation corrected for measurement error; CV = credibility interval; *Q* = homogeneity statistic Q (chi-square test of heterogeneity); %Var~art~ = proportion of variance explained by artifacts. \*\*\* *p* \< 0.001.
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###### 

Meta-analytic results by method-related moderators.

  ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
  Outcome                                                  *k*            *N*      $\mathbf{\overline{\mathbf{r}}}$ ~o~   95% CI             $\mathbf{\overline{\mathbf{r}}}$ ~c~   *SD*   80% CV             *Q~B~*\
                                                                                                                                                                                                              *Q~W~*
  -------------------------------------------------------- -------------- -------- -------------------------------------- ------------------ -------------------------------------- ------ ------------------ ---------------
  *Cross-Sectional and Longitudinal Associations*                                                                                                                                                             

  **Task performance**                                     37.03 \*\*\*                                                                                                                                       

  Cross-sectional                                          43             18,287   −0.16                                  \[−0.19, −0.12\]   −0.19                                  0.13   \[−0.34, −0.04\]   240.70 \*\*\*

  Longitudinal                                             10             3174     −0.04                                  \[−0.10, 0.02\]    −0.04                                  0.12   \[−0.17, 0.08\]    32.36 \*\*\*

  **Contextual performance**                               2.15                                                                                                                                               

  Cross-sectional                                          35             10,517   −0.15                                  \[−0.19, −0.10\]   −0.18                                  0.16   \[−0.38, −0.00\]   199.25 \*\*\*

  Longitudinal                                             2              514      −0.08                                  \[−0.10, −0.06\]   −0.09                                  0.02   \[−0.09, −0.09\]   0.10

  **Counterproductive work behavior**                      3.38                                                                                                                                               

  Cross-sectional                                          16             6197     0.10                                   \[0.01, 0.20\]     0.13                                   0.24   \[−0.17, 0.43\]    234.70 \*\*\*

  Longitudinal                                             3              1022     0.16                                   \[0.12, 0.21\]     0.19                                   0.04   \[0.19, 0.19\]     1.54

  *Self-Rated and Supervisor-Rated Performance Outcomes*                                                                                                                                                      

  **Task performance**                                     9.97 \*\*                                                                                                                                          

  Self-Rated                                               38             17,642   −0.15                                  \[−0.19, −0.11\]   −0.18                                  0.14   \[−0.35, −0.01\]   267.06 \*\*\*

  Supervisor-Rated                                         15             3819     −0.09                                  \[−0.14, −0.05\]   −0.11                                  0.11   \[−0.22, −0.01\]   33.75 \*\*

  **Contextual performance**                               0.80                                                                                                                                               

  Self-Rated                                               21             6836     −0.14                                  \[−0.20, −0.08\]   −0.18                                  0.17   \[−0.38, −0.02\]   136.48 \*\*\*

  Supervisor-Rated                                         16             4195     −0.15                                  \[−0.21, −0.09\]   −0.19                                  0.14   \[−0.35, 0.03\]    63.82 \*\*\*
  ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

*Note*. *k* = number of samples; *N* = accumulated sample size; CI = confidence interval; $\overline{r}$~o~ = sample-size weighted mean correlation; $\overline{r}$~c~ = correlation corrected for measurement error; *SD* = standard deviation; CV = credibility interval; *Q~B~* = homogeneity statistic *Q* between groups; *Q~W~* = homogeneity statistic *Q* within groups. \*\* *p* \< 0.01, \*\*\* *p* \< 0.001.
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###### 

Meta-analytic results by macro-level moderators.

  -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
  Outcome                               *k*   *N*    $\mathbf{\overline{\mathbf{r}}}$ ~o~   95% CI             $\mathbf{\overline{\mathbf{r}}}$ ~c~   *SD*           80% CV             *Q~B~*\
                                                                                                                                                                                        *Q~W~*
  ------------------------------------- ----- ------ -------------------------------------- ------------------ -------------------------------------- -------------- ------------------ ---------------
  *Type of Welfare Regime*                                                                                                                                                              

  **Task performance**                                                                                                                                37.18 \*\*\*                      

  Scandinavian                          3     1725   −0.04                                  \[−0.17, −0.10\]   −0.04                                  0.14           \[−0.20, 0.13\]    25.21 \*\*\*

  Bismarckian                           10    5790   −0.18                                  \[−0.27, −0.10\]   −0.22                                  0.15           \[−0.40, −0.03\]   105.36 \*\*\*

  Southern European                     3     1124   −0.20                                  \[−0.24, −0.17\]   −0.25                                  0.04           \[−0.25, −0.25\]   1.10

  Anglo-Saxon                           22    6878   −0.12                                  \[−0.16, −0.08\]   −0.14                                  0.12           \[−0.26, −0.02\]   67.40 \*\*\*

  Eastern European                      −     −      −                                      −                  −                                      −              −                  −

  East Asian                            −     −      −                                      −                  −                                      −              −                  −

  **Contextual performance**                                                                                   4.91 \*\*\*                                                              

  Scandinavian                          −     −      −                                      −                  −                                      −              −                  −

  Bismarckian                           4     602    −0.18                                  \[−0.53, 0.18\]    −0.23                                  0.43           \[−0.78, 0.32\]    83.52 \*\*\*

  Southern European                     2     785    −0.15                                  \[−0.23, −0.06\]   −0.19                                  0.07           \[−0.24, −0.15\]   3.19

  Anglo-Saxon                           9     2213   −0.14                                  \[−0.22, −0.05\]   −0.17                                  0.17           \[−0.36, 0.01\]    38.58 \*\*\*

  Eastern European                      −     −      −                                      −                  −                                      −              −                  −

  East Asian                            2     477    −0.25                                  \[−0.30, −0.19\]   −0.31                                  −              \[−0.31, −0.31\]   .85

  **Counterproductive work behavior**                                                       14.69 \*\*\*                                                                                

  Scandinavian                          −     −      −                                      −                  −                                      −              −                  −

  Bismarckian                           −     −      −                                      −                  −                                      −              −                  −

  Southern European                     3     988    0.24                                   \[0.20, 0.28\]     0.30                                   0.03           \[0.30, 0.30\]     1.14

  Anglo-Saxon                           5     1287   0.08                                   \[−0.04, 0.20\]    0.10                                   0.16           \[−0.08, 0.28\]    22.75 \*\*\*

  Eastern European                      −     −      −                                      −                  −                                      −              −                  −

  East Asian                            −     −      −                                      −                  −                                      −              −                  −

  **Safety performance**                                                                    26.38 \*\*\*                                                                                

  Scandinavian                          3     2431   −0.20                                  \[−0.22, −0.17\]   −0.23                                  0.01           \[−0.23, −0.23\]   0.35

  Bismarckian                           −     −      −                                      −                  −                                      −              −                  −

  Southern European                     3     2034   −0.05                                  \[−0.07, −0.04\]   −0.06                                  0.02           \[−0.06, −0.06\]   0.44

  Anglo-Saxon                           8     2928   −0.17                                  \[−0.24, −0.09\]   −0.21                                  0.12           \[−0.34, −0.08\]   31.93 \*\*\*

  Eastern European                      −     −      −                                      −                  −                                      −              −                  −

  East Asian                            −     −      −                                      −                  −                                      −              −                  −

  *Union Density*                                                                                                                                                                       

  **Task performance**                                                                                                                                7.27 \*                           

  High (≥50%)                           10    6691   −0.15                                  \[−0.23, −0.07\]   −0.17                                  0.15           \[−0.36, −0.02\]   118.62 \*\*\*

  Medium (25--49%)                      18    5081   −0.10                                  \[−0.16, −0.05\]   −0.12                                  0.14           \[−0.28, 0.04\]    72.64 \*\*\*

  Low (\<25%)                           21    7246   −0.15                                  \[−0.19, −0.10\]   −0.18                                  0.12           \[−0.31, −0.04\]   85.48 \*\*\*

  **Contextual performance**                                                                                   1.37                                                                     

  High (≥50%)                           −     −      −                                      −                  −                                      −              −                  −

  Medium (25--49%)                      16    4646   −0.14                                  \[−0.20, −0.08\]   −0.17                                  0.14           \[−0.33, −0.01\]   66.96 \*\*\*

  Low (\<25%)                           16    5341   −0.11                                  \[−0.16, −0.07\]   −0.15                                  0.13           \[−0.29, −0.02\]   55.31 \*\*\*

  **Counterproductive work behavior**                                                       0.00                                                                                        

  High (≥50%)                           −     −      −                                      −                  −                                      −              −                  −

  Medium (25--49%)                      8     2907   0.15                                   \[0.07, 0.23\]     0.17                                   0.14           \[0.00, 0.34\]     38.98 \*\*\*

  Low (\<25%)                           8     2241   0.15                                   \[0.05, 0.25\]     0.18                                   0.16           \[−0.01, 0.37\]    46.83 \*\*\*

  **Creativity**                                                                            31.49 \*\*\*                                                                                

  High (≥50%)                           2     3340   −0.09                                  \[−0.15, −0.03\]   −0.10                                  0.05           \[−0.15, −0.04\]   6.80 \*\*

  Medium (25--49%)                      2     933    0.12                                   \[−0.16, 0.40\]    0.14                                   0.25           \[−0.17, 0.44\]    38.33 \*\*\*

  Low (\<25%)                           −     −      −                                      −                  −                                      −              −                  −

  **Safety performance**                                                                    40.78 \*\*\*                                                                                

  High (≥50%)                           3     2431   −0.20                                  \[−0.21, −0.19\]   −0.23                                  0.00           \[−0.23, −0.23\]   0.35

  Medium (25--49%)                      16    6600   −0.19                                  \[−0.30, −0.08\]   −0.23                                  0.27           \[−0.57, 0.12\]    364.38 \*\*\*

  Low (\<25%)                           8     8843   −0.10                                  \[−0.15, −0.05\]   −0.12                                  0.09           \[−0.22, −0.02\]   48.49 \*\*\*
  -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

*Note*. *k* = number of samples; *N* = accumulated sample size; CI = confidence interval; $\overline{r}$*~o~* = sample-size weighted mean correlation; $\overline{r}$~c~ = correlation corrected for measurement error; *SD* = standard deviation; CV = credibility interval; *Q~B~* = homogeneity statistic *Q* between groups; *Q~W~* = homogeneity statistic *Q* within groups;---for this moderator level, the number of studies was too small (\<2) to be included in the analysis. Union density rates: high (≥50%), medium (25--49%) and low (\<25%). \* *p* \< 0.05, \*\* *p* \< 0.01, \*\*\* *p* \< 0.001.
